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could be obtained only on the recommendation of a congressman. Held, that 
defendant was not obliged to take the books, even though they were as good 
as represented. Williams, J., dissenting. 

This question does not seem to have been decided by the New York courts 
before, but there are many cases in other jurisdictions sustaining this decision. 
The controlling principle is stated in Smelting Co. v. Mining Co., 127 U. S. 
387, that every one has a right to select and determine with whom he will 
contract and cannot have another person thrust upon him without his consent. 
See also Ice Co. v. Potter, 123 Mass. 28. 

Contracts — Public Policy — Provision in Note. — Union Central Life 
Ins Co. v. Champlin et al., 65 Pac. 836 (Okla.). — A stipulation in a note, 
which forbids the maker's discharging his obligation by borrowing money 
from anyone except the payee, is contrary to public policy and hence null and 
void. 

No hard and fast rule may be laid down in determining what contracts 
are contrary to public policy. Mr. Story says in his work on Conflict of 
Laws, Sec. 546: "Whenever any contract conflicts with the morals of the 
time, and contravenes any established interest of society, it is void, as being 
against public policy." The test is the evil tendency of the contract and not 
its actual injury to the public in a particular instance. Brown v. Columbus 
National Bank, 137 Ind. 655; Atcheson v. Mallon, 43 N. Y. 147; Firemen's 
Association v. Berghaus, 13 La. Ann. 209. 

Counties — Board of Supervisors — Ordinances — Submission to Voters 
Ex-parte Anderson, 66 Pac. 194 (Cal.). — In accordance with the directions 
of the state constitution, the statutes o'f 1897, Section 2, declares that the pow- 
ers of a county can only be exercised by the board of supervisors or their 
agents. Held, that Section 13, which provides that any ordinance submitted 
by a certain number of legal voters and adopted at the polls shall have the 
same force as though ordained by the supervisors, is void. Beatty, C. J., 
dissenting. 

The practical effect of the provisions in question would be to establish 
two equal, co-ordinate, law-making powers, each existing without any restric- 
tions on the other. This would not only be an absurdity and a source of 
endless confusion, but plainly inconsistent with our accepted forms of govern- 
ment. 

Federal Jurisdiction— Diverse Citizenship — Corporations— United 
States v. S. P. Schotler, no Fed. 1— Under act of Congress, March 3, 
1887, as amended by Act of Congress, August 13, 1888, providing that no 
civil suit may be brought against any person outside of the district of which 
he is an inhabitant or a resident, a corporation of one state may not be sued 
in the Federal Courts of another state, in which it has an usual place of busi- 
ness. 

The Judicary Act of 1875 provided that a person must be sued in the dis- 
trict in which he resided or might "be found" at the time of service of pro- 
cess. Under this act it was generally held that a corporation of one state, 
having a place of business and an agent in another state might be sued in the 
latter state. Railroad Co. v. Harris, 12 Wall 65; Insurance Co. v. French, 18 



